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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY [




i Purpose of Study

The Judicial Council of California, Administrative Office of lhe Courls {AOC} contracled ALTA Language
Services, Inc, (ALTA) o assess the Consoitium for Language Access in the Courls’ (CLAC or Consortium)
examinations for certifying member state court interpreters. This study was conducted to establish the
level of functional equivalency belween California’s court interpreter cerificalion assessments and the
Consorlium's assessmentls, as well as to develop recommendations for standard-setling of the Consortium
assessments that would ensure the same passing level of compelency required of a candidale 1o pass

the California assessments. (For a complele list and explanation of acronyms referenced throughout

this Report, see Appendix 1.) Results of analyses from the study also were o establish whether lhe
Consortium's interpreler certification assessments met the standards required of California interpreter
centification assessments and, if not, what improvements could be made to achieve those slandards.

I. Background

The Consortium for Language Access in the Courts has crealed a comprehensive interpreter cerificalion
festing program thal encompasses both an English-only written examination and a bilinguat oral
performance examinalion, modeled after the Federal Court Interpreter Certification Examination (FCICE),
in more than a dozen languages. The California Court Interpreter Program {CCIP) also consists of a wrilten
screening examination and an oral performance examination for certified court interpreters.’ Both wrilten
examinations score candidates based upon their
ability to correctly answer a variely of multiple-choice
guestions. Oral performance examinations for both
CCIP and CLAC test the three modes of interpreting
both CCIP and CLAC fest the Hiree required of a court interpreter: the simullaneous
made, the consecutive mode, and sight translation.?
Additionally, oral test script development for each
court interpreter: the sinniliancous program is very similar. (For a detailed chart comparing
each program's oral exam structure and content, '
N see Appendix 14.) For oral exams, California uses
sight trmslation. 77 a combined scoring melhod that includes a holistic
evaluation of language and interpreting skills in addition
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fll. Methodology

Various methodological steps were taken to examine the process used by the Consortium to develop its
lesting tools, and to present a comparative assessment of the exams used for cedifying court interprelers
by both CCIP and CLAC. These steps included the following:

A. Literature and Document Review: Literature perlaining to industry siandards for valid test
development was reviewed in addition to documentation provided by Consortium staff and
documentation found on the Consortium’s website (see Appendix 16).

B. Qualitative Interviews: ALTA conducted interviews wilh Consertium key staff members as well as
former and current language consultants and exam writers.

1 Currenily, California has cerlification examinalions in 12 designated languages: Arabic, Eastern Armenian, Cantonese, Japanese,
Korean, Mandarin, Poriuguese, Russian, Spanish, Tagalog, Vietnamese, and Weslem Annanian. Interpreters of American Sign
Language are eligible to become cedified California court interpreters if they hold the Specialist Certificate: Legal granled by the
Regislry of Interprelers for the Deal (RID). Nen-desigoated languages are referred to as registered langurages, Inferpreters of
regisiered languages must pass an English proficiency exam (both wrillen and oral).

2 Simultangous interprelation Is the mode in which the inlerpreter lags slighlly behind the source language speaker, inlerpreling the
message inlo the largel languags at almost the same time as lhe original messags is being sald. In consecutlve interprelalion,
the interpreter lislens 10 a Lnit of speech (approximately 40-60 words al a lime} in the souice language and then conveys Ihal
message inlo the targe! language. Sight lranslalion is the oral inlerpretation of a wirillen document.

3 According lo the Consorlium's Court Interpreter Oral Examinatioin. Test Construction Manual (TCH). scoring units are linguislic
phenomena that interpeelers musl ba able 1o render to deliver a complele and accurale inferprelation,
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C. Federal Court Interpreter Test Development Review: ALTA examined documentation regarding
the test development process and structure of the FCICE in comparison to CLAC's test development
process and structure. {For a brief history of the development of the Federal Exam, see Appendix 9.)

0. Test Content Revlew: An in-depth assessment of CLAC's writlen and oral test content was
conducted by a panel of SMEs,

E. Comparative Analysis of Test Programs; Resulls from the Study of California’s Court Interpreter
Cerlification and Registration Testing* {Study 2007) were compared lo the test content review
conducled of the Consortium exams; the exient to which the CCIP and CLAGC {est programs are
similar andfor different was assessed,

£ Psychometric Audit: A psychometric evaluation® of the Consortium test content framework and
slandards was performed by a team of psychometricians and compaied to current test industry
standards.

G. Standard-Setting Session: A standard-setting session was conducled by a panel of thirleen SMEs
to eslablish the level of functional equivalency belween the passing requirements of each program’s
oral examinations,

IV. Findings

Findings of the research conducled to assess the Consortium’s test devefopment process and detarmine
how the Consortium's process compared to test industry standards include the following:

®  The Consortium has crealed a comprehensive interpreter lesting program with an impressive body of
technical manuals;

s Consortium exam content has been constructed based on solid and consistent (st development
processes that respect test industry
standards wilh a few areas in need
of improvement;

@ The Consortium has created and
uses a Court Interpreler Oral
Examination; Test Construction
Manual (TCM), which provides a
transparent blueprint for Consortium
oral exam development and
promotes test equivalency across
langtages and test versions;

s Many aspects of the Consortium’s
oral exams were modeled after
the Federal interpreter certificalion
exams; and

s The Consortium employs highly
qualified subject matter experts at
every slage of the process of test
developmenit.

4 InJune of 2008, the Adminlslrative Qfice of the Courts of Califermia contracted fof an analysis of the examination process
and lesling instruments for lhe certification and registralion of California slale courl inlerprelers, The resulls and final
recommendalions of 1his analysis were concluded in 2007, and the report based upon lhese resulls and recommendslions is
relerred to as Sivdy 2007,

5 Apsychomeliic evaluation is conducled by lesting experls to document and assess a lesling program's test blueprinis and
specifications, as well as any available stalistical analyses.
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Findings from the comparative analysis of CCIP and CLAC exams conducted include:

& While the construcls of lhe wrilten exams for each program are somewhal different, they both serve
the same function at very similar levels of difficulty: eliminating unqualified candidates from moving on
to the oral exam phase of the certification process, while allowing qualified candidates to proceed in
the process;

® The stiuclure, content, and level of difficully of the oral exams for CCIP and CLAC are comparable
and adhers to equivalent standards;

" One essential difference between CCIP and CLAC exams is the meethod of scoring used by each
program for its oral examinations: GLAC uses only objective scoring units, while CCIP uses a
combinalion of holistic and objective scoring methods;

A high degree of overlap exisls betwaen CCIP and CLAC's wrilten and oral exam KSAs; and
All of the KSAs required in the area of Interpreting Skills are lested by both CCIP and CLAC.

V. Analysis

An analysis of findings determined that mosl areas of the Consortium interpreler certification program
meet lest industry standards, while a few are in need of improvement to meet test industry standards.
Modeling the Consortium oral exams after the Federal oral exams, which have legally been shown to be
valid (Arjona, 1985), provided the Consortium with a strong foundation for oraf test development. The
Consortium's development and use of the TCM and an objective scoring melhod has further facilitated
the development of a consislent and transparent meihod of achieving test validity during each stage of
test development for every language for which the Consortium develops an interpreter cedification test,
CLAC's key areas of sirength lie in the qualificalions of
personnel invoived in lest development, ils abjective

£ . :
€5 CLAC’s key nrens of strength lie . method of oral exam scoring, and its use of the TCM.
1 Hie lificati ) y CLAC's key areas for improvement include lha need
i the qualifications of persorine for further collection of documentalion and oral exam
firwolved i fest development, its slatistical dala.
objective method of oral examr The comparative analysis of CCIP and CLAC

sformg, and ifs nse of e TCNL Y exanminations determined that CCIP and CLAC
wrillen and oral exams test candidales at comparable

standards of difficulty and at similar standards
according to test validity practices. The one KSA (the
abiiity te: preserve accuracy) tested by CCIP's wrillan
exam that is not tested by CLAC's is lested in CLAC's oral examination. KSAs lesled by CCIP bul not
tested by CLAC's oral exams were idenlified as speaking skills that are not tested due to CLAC's objeclive
method of scoring. The use of objeclive scoring units does not allow for an evatuation of subjeclive
components, such as the testing of a candidale's pronunciation or accent in the foreign language, In fact,
the Consortium considers scoring efements such as foreign language accent difficult to test in an objective
manner and therefore specifically avoids lasting KSAs that cannot be measured through objeclive scoring.
Poor speaking skills will, however, indirectly impact a candidale's score if ralers cannot hear or understand
aresponse given on the oral exam.

V1. Conclusions

ALTA's conclusions of the findings and analyses are that, since ils inceplion in 1995, CLAC has crealed a
comprehensive interpreter cerilication testing program with an impressive body of technical manuais and
candidale resources. CCIP and CLAC have many comparable testing elements and both prograins have
created exams al similar standards and levels of equivalency. In particular, the oral exams of each program
contain many common efements, including types of scripls used and the testing of grammatical structures
and legal terminology. A high overlap of KSAs tesled also exists between the CCIP and CLAC wrilten and
oral exams; the difference in KSAs is altributable to the distinct methods of scoring used by each program,
but all interpreting KSAs adopted by California are tested in CLAC's exams,
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While all testing programs require the continual need for review and maintenance and contain areas that
could benefit from improvement, CLAGC has created a testing program that is equivalent to California’s in
terms of validity and content. Results of the standard-selting session conducted for the CLAC oral exam
provided further support that Consortium exams cedify candidates at a standard comparable to that of
California,

Vii. Recommendations -

It is ALTA's recommendalion thal California could use CLAC's wrillen exam as a screening device to qualify
cerlified and regislered court interpreter candidaties. This recommendation is based on CLAC's adherence
to test industry standards when developing its wrilten exam content and cul-score,

It s also recommended that since oral certification exams for both California and CLAC have been found
to be comparable in slructure, content, and level of difliculty, CLAC oral exams could also be used by CCIP
to cerify California court interprelers, Additional recommendalions have been made in the full final report
of this study to enhance CLAC's testing program, but are nol considered prerequisites {o California's use of
the Consortium axams.

California’'s Assessment of the Consortitim for Language Access in the Courts’ Exams




California’s Assessment of the Consortium
for Language Access in the Courts’ Exams:
Final Report

Selected Appendices
[Chosen to provide information on the structure and content of
the Consortium’s oral interpretation exams.]

Prepared by ALTA Language Services, Inc.
For the Judicial Council of California,
Administrative Office of the Courts

June 2010 ‘

For additional information, please contact:
Lucy Smallsreed, Manager

Court Interpreters Program, .
Executive Office Prograis Division,
Administrative Office of the Courts

455 Golden Gate Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102-3688
courtinterprelers@jud.ca.gov

The complete report is available on the California Courts Web site:
www.courtinfo.ca.gov/programs/courtinterpreters/



APPENDIX 10 - COMPARISON BETWEEN
THE FEDERAL COURT INTERPRETER
CERTIFICATION ORAL EXAMS AND THE
CONSORTIUM’'S ORAL EXAMS

SIGHT TRANSLATION - ENGLISH TO FOREIGN LANGUAGE
TestSegment "FCICE eConsortiom

Time Allowed 5 minutes 8 minutes

Length of Pa;sage 230 words 200-225 words

Number of Scoring Units/ 22 25
Elements

Percent of Total Test 10% 1%

Descnptlon ofPassage " police or investigalive reports  Police of investigative reports

SIGHT TRANSLATION FOREIGN LANGUAGE TO ENGLISH

Time Allowed 5 minutes 6 minutes

Lengih of Passage  230words  200225words
Number of Scoring Unitsl 22 T s
Elements :

Percent of Total Test 10% 11.6%

6?35ription of Pas;age Correspondence, affidavils Correspondence affidavits
(formal language} (relatively formal language)

SIMULTANEOUS INTERPRETATION MONOLOGUE

Titme Required 7 minutes 7 minutes.
“Length of Passage ' 840 words  800-850 words

_RTéte of Speech 120 wpm o 120 wpm

Number of Scoring Units/ 65 N T
Elements

‘Percentof Total Test ~ 29.5% O 34.9%
mOpenmglCiosmg Argumenl o

_de"scnpuon of Passage -mmﬁéﬁening:’CIosingArgumen!-m
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Tost Segment

SH’-’]ULTANEOUS INTERPRETATION WlTNESS TESTIMONY

Time Required

4 minutes

N/A

Length of Passage

Raie onpeech

Number of Scorlng Unitsi

Elements

Percent EJTAToIal Te ST N

Descnpt:on of Passage

CONSECUT]VE INTERPRETATION

600 words

W‘Varies -uplo 160 WOfdgp-—Gf T

minute, with pauses between
Q8A

36

""1"6%

Wllness Teslimony (m Englzsh)

Time Allowed 15 minutes 22 minutes
-Le'n‘gthﬂ c;f_rlg’"a_s_s,age B 850-900 words S 850-950 words
Length of Utterances _“?Eﬁa}d;' 150 words

Number of Scoring Units/
Elements

‘Percent of Total Test

‘Bes{:'ripti‘o‘r-nmbf Passag'éw '

PASS REQUIREMENTS

30 (tnghsh to forelgn language)
46 (foreign language to English)

34.5%

~ Witness Testimony (director

crass — Federal Courl)

40* (Enghsh to foreign Ianguage)
50* {fereign language to English)

* Sempe early versions of lhe
Consortium’s exams included 75
scornng units in the conseculive
seclion. Subsequenl exams
include 90 scorlng un11s

A19%

_Wilness Testimony (diré(l:'tlérr%
cross - State Court)

Tt Sen

e eRERTE
FCICE

Consortium

Oral Cut-Score

220 scoring unils comprised

of: grammar and usage (false
cognates, use of verbs,
interference, etc.), general
lexical range {general vocab.,
legal terms and phrases, idioms/
sayings), and conservation
(register, slang, numbers/names,
modifiers, embeddings, etc.).

Must oblain 80% of the items
correcl. A holistic evaluation

is also completed lo assess
candidate’s overall strengths and
weaknesses.

215 scoring units comprised of:
grammar, false cognales, general
vacab.,, technical vocab., idioms,
numbers, names, dales, modifiers
for emphasis, register and slyle,
special position of words, and
slang/celloquial language.

Must score 70% on each section
of lhe exam.
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APPENDIX 12 - STANDARD DISTRIBUTION
OF SCORING UNITS FOR CONSORTIUM ORAL
EXAMS

The following chart was taken from page 12 of lhe Consorlium for Language Access in the Courts’
Court Inlerpreler Qral Exanination: Test Construction Manual:

SCORING UNIT SIGHT SIGHT CON SIM UNIT TARGET
CATEGORY E-FL FL-E TOTAL %

A: Grammar "4 4 15 10 33 15

BLanguége 3 S 3 S S 6. 21 10
Interference

.C: Generan/o;abmary - 8 e 8 15 e 13 e 44 20 .

[+
(9]
Y
—_
—
oy
(9]
<
-
83

D: Legal Terms and
Phrases

| E idioms and Saymgs

F: Register

G Numbers and Names

H: Markers, Intensifiers,
Emphases and
Precision

ool aio
[
Wi oo~

. Embeddl;lgsand 1 1 R 9 8 19 9
Paosition

J Slangand 1 0 4 s 8 4
Coftoquialisms

Total 25 25 90" 75 216 100

* Some early versions of the Censorlium’s exams included 75 scoring units in the consecutive section.
Subsequent exams include 90 scoring units.
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APPENDIX 14 - CALIFORNIA AND
CONSORTIUM ORAL CERTIFICATION EXAM
COMPARISON

SIGHT T RANSLATION ENGLISH TO FOREIGN LANGUAGE

TestSegment  Consortium Oral Exam  California Oral Exam
Time Allowed 6 minules (includes prep time} 6 minutes (lncludes prep ume)
Léngth 'oful»"'aasage 200-225 words 290 words (avg ) '
Number of Scorling Units/ 25 o 25
Elements
Poreantof Total Tesi” W?STJ;/; e e
Describlian of Passage Pollce or mveshgalrve repods "””"Leéalkﬁaéagdlary
SIGHT TRANSLAT!ON FOREIGN LANGUAGE TO ENGLISH
TstSet N Californla Qral Exam
Time Allowed 6 minules (mcludes prep l|me) 6 minules (includes prep lime)
7Length BﬂfWP”arsS‘agem o 200-225 words 280 words (avg.) R
Nlﬁ_b_é}_‘;fScorlng Unitsf 25 T T s
Efements
bareent of Total Tesl__11—6_0% e
707(;;0;;)(!011 of Passage 7 Correspondehrcre. affidavits _aa—rr—e_sgt_)—r.l—c{—a;éafa“f.firdavil's
{relatively formal language) {refalively formal language)
CONSECUTEVE lNTERPRETATlON
|en - onsorilum Oral Exam
Time Allowed 22 minutes 20 minutes (approx)
Té?:gih of Passage  850-950 words 900-1 OOO words
Length of Utterances  150words 1 40W'm I
Number of SCOI"-I-I-{QMEJI'II(S/ 40 (English to For.éiréh.i_arriguage) 50 7
Elements 50 (Forelgn Language to English)
Percent of Total Test  41.90% 33% T )
“l_j?s::_ri-ptlon of Passage  Wilhess T Testimony (d;fégt or Witness Testimony (direct or
crass — State Courl) cross — State Cour)
Candidate is permitted lwo Candidate is permitted six
repetitions. repalitions.
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SIMULTANEOUS INTERPRETATION MONOLOGUE

Consortlum Orai Exam

' California Orl Exam

est Snt )

Time Required 7 minules

Length of Passage © 800-850 words i
‘Rate of Speech 120 \A}pﬁ% o

‘Number ofScon’ﬁg unitst 75 T
Elements

Porcent of Total Test  34.90% )

OpenlngiCIosmg Argument o

Des'crr'i‘p’iion of Passage

OVERALL ORAL TEST !NFORMATION

470 words (avg )

2%
' Open'rnglClosingArgtj'rﬁn'é'r'ﬂ'

3 ¥ minutes

120-140 wpm

TeslSegment

Consortlum Oral Exam

alifonia rlxm T

Oral Format Sight translation (English to
Foreign Language! Foreign
Language to English);
Simuftaneous (English to Foreign
Language-120 wpm) Conseculive
{English lo Foreigh Language/

Fore:gn Language to Enghsh)

215 ¢ sconng umts compnsed of
grammar, false cognales, general
vocabulary, technical vocabulary,
idioms, numbers, names, dales,
modifiers for emphasis, register
and slyle, special position of
words, and slang/colloquial
language.

"Oral Gut-off Score

Musl score 70% on each section.

""" Uses pre-recorded simulations of
courtraom activity.

Oralﬁdiﬁinistralion

Relake policies vary by slale.

process.

Conseculive (English lo Foreign
language/Foreign language

to English); Sight fransiations
(English lo Foreign language/
Foreign language lo English);
Simullaneous (Foraign language
to English 120-140 wpm).

~ General ralmg of 15 forboth

language proficiency and
interpreting skills.

Candidate must score 4 or
above in all language proficiency
component ratings.

Candidates must score 4 or
above in all interpreting skill
cemponents or 4 or above in
threa of 1he four components
and 3+ in any ane remaining
componen! excepl the
consecutive section.

Uses pre-recorded simulations
of courtroom aclivity. Offered
several limes throughout the
year. Once a candidate passes
the writlen exam he/she is given
4 attempts to pass the oral exam
{there is no time limit to complete
the 4 altempls}. Candidates must
retake all parts of the oral test is
one parl is failed. if a candidate
fails to take and/or pass the

oral exam afler 4 altempts, hef
she must restart the certification
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